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ascent from evil back to the good, then the possibility of this last can-
not be disputed. For, in spite of that fall, the command that we ought to
become better human beings still resounds unabated in our souls; conse-

quently, we must also be capable of it, even if what we can do s of itself

insufficient and, by virtue of it, we only make ourselves receptive to a
higher assistance inscrutable to us. Surely we must presuppose in all this
that there is still a germ of goodness left in its entire purity, a germ that
cannot be extirpated or corrupted.

Against this expectation of self-improvement, reason, which by nature
finds moral labor vexing, now conjures up, under the pretext of natural
impotence, all sorts of impure religious ideas (among which belongs
falsely imputing to God the principle of happiness as the supreme condi-
tion of his commands). All religions, however, can be divided into reli-
gion of rogation (of mere cult) and moral religion, i.e. the religion of good
life-conduct. According to the first, the human being either flatters him-
self that God can make him eternally happy (through the remissions of his
debts) without any necessity on his part to become a better human being;
or else, if this does not seem possible to him, that God himself can make
him a better human being without his having to contribute more than to
ask for it, and, since before an omniscient being asking is no more than
wishing, this would amount in fact to doing nothing, for, if improvement
were a matter of mere wishing, every human being would be good.
According to moral religion, however (and, of all the public religions so
far known, the Christian alone is of this type), it is a fundamental princi-
ple that, to become a better human being, everyone must do as much as it
1s in his powers to do; and only then, if a human being has not buried his
innate talent (Luke 19:12-16), if he has made use of the original predis-
position to the good in order to become a better human being, can he hope
that what does not lie in his power will be made good by cooperation from
above. Nor is it absolutely necessary that the human being know in what
this cooperation consists; indeed, it is perhaps unavoidable that, were the
way it occurs revealed at a given time, different people would, at some
other time, form different conceptions of it, and that in all sincerity. For
here too the principle holds, “It is not essential, and hence not necessary,
that every human being know what God does, or has done, for his salva-
tion”; but it is essential to know what a human being has to do himselfin
order to become worthy of this assistance.

Karl Marx
oy o= 3 e U

After Kant there arose a generation of thinkers, many of them influ-
enced by the philosophy of Hegel, who became vividly aware of
the long developmental processes of human history. Karl Marx
(1818-1883) developed his ideas in the shadow of Hegel and his
successors. But he combined their view of human development
through many stages with a thoroughly realistic sense of the cru-
cial importance of economic facts—how people produce their
livelihood at each stage of society.

Like Freud after him, Marx claimed to have found a new science
of human nature (based respectively on socioeconomic or psy-
chobiological foundations). And both were concerned not merely
to explain human phenomena, but to apply their theory to _m_.umﬁm»m
people from the social or mental forces that prevented their free
development. Marx had a very strong sense of social justice; in his
famous words, the point of philosophy is not just to interpret the
world, but to change it. The first of these excerpts is the famous
summary of the “materialist theory of history” in the preface to
Marx’s Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy (1859);
the rest are from The German Ideology (written with Engels in
1845-1846).

Some issues about Marx's theory of human nature are taken up
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in connection with feminism in the selection by Holmstrom
below.

The Materialist Theory of History

From Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy

- - - The general result at which | arrived and which, once won, served as
a guiding thread for my studies, can be briefly formulated as follows: In
the social production of their life, men enter into definite relations that are
indispensable and independent of their will; these relations of production

economic structure of society—the real foundation, on which rises a legal
and political superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of
social consciousness. The mode of production of material life determines
the social, political and intellectual life process in general. It is not the
consciousness of men that determines their being, but, on the contrary,
their social being that determines their consciousness. At a certain stage
of their development, the material productive forces in society come in
conflict with the existing relations of production, or—what is but a legal
expression for the same thing—with the property relations within which
they have been at work before, From forms of development of the pro-
ductive forces these relations turn into their fetters, Then begins an epoch
of social revolution. With the change of the economic foundation the
entire immense Superstructure is more or less rapidly transformed. In
considering such transformations a distinction should always be made
between the material transformation of the economic conditions of pro-
duction, which can be determined with the precision of natural science,
and the legal, political, reli gious, aesthetic or philosophic—in short, ide-
ological forms in which men become conscious of this conflict and fight
it out. Just as our opinion of an individual is not based on what he thinks
of himself, so can we not Judge of such a period of transformation by its
Own consciousness; on the contrary, this consciousness must be
explained rather from the contradictions of material life, from the exist-
ing conflict between the social productive forces and the relations of pro-

From The Portable Marx, edited by Eugene Kamenka © Viking and Penguin 1983.
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duction. No social order ever disappears before all the ?om:om.zn monmnm
~ for which there is room in it have been developed; and new, higher rela-

tions of production never appear before the Emﬁnﬁ oﬁs&nosm of w_n:
existence have matured in the womb of the old society itself. Therefore,

~ mankind always sets itself only such tasks as it can solve; a:.oo, moo_n.wum
~ at the matter more closely, we will always find that the task itself arises

only when the material conditions necessary for its mou__.aon %me MM_M
i formation. In broad outlines we ¢ -
or are at least in the process of .
nate the Asiatic, the ancient, the feudal, and E,.w modern coﬁ.mnmﬁw_m%%ﬁww
i ssive epochs in the economic fo: tio
of production as so many progre : seonomic formation
i is relations of production are the las g
of society. The bourgeois re re -
. i duction—antagonistic not in
form of the social process of pro on s
mdivi i f one arising from the social con .
individual antagonism, but o s
ife of the indivi ; time the productive forces p
life of the individuals; at the same i o
i i te the material conditions for
in the womb of bourgeois society crea . .
“Emo: of that antagonism. This social formation oozma.n:om, therefore,
the closing chapter of the prehistoric stage of human society.

From The German Ideology

The premises from which we begin are not arbitrary ones, poﬂ. aom-
Wmm but real premises from which abstraction can o.Ew be made in ”. M
WEEWEEEH_ They are the real individuals, their mncsﬁmu and mrw MWMM_%

iti ‘ i i those which they fin

ditions under which they live, on : :

Mm_ﬂmnm and those produced by their activity. These premises can thus be
ified in a purely empirical way. . -
éWH.,MMwMH vwnamum of all human history is, of oocnmn.._&o Qmaﬁ:nm of .:4_
ing human individuals. Thus the first fact to be mmﬂm_u:m?w% is the Emwm_owﬁ

izati individuals and their consequent relation to the re
organization of these indivi e thormtudl iyl
ture. Of course, we cannot here mmu .9 o.n i the el
“Mﬁ”wn wm man, or into the natural conditions in which man 95.5. EBm
self—geological, orohydrographical, climatic and so on. ,:Hm sﬁmumno-
history must always set out from these natural bases and their modifica

i ion of man.

ion in the course of history through the action o 1 N
aow\_ﬁ omn be distinguished from animals by consciousness, Q religion
or anything else you like. They themselves begin to a_.m:amﬁmw Enmm.
selves from animals as soon as they begin to ﬁamzn,m their means .om mw -
sistence, a step which is conditioned by their physical organization. By
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producing their means of subsistence men are indirectly producing their

actual material Jife.

The way in which men produce their means of subsistence depends
first of all on the nature of the actual means they find in existence and have
to reproduce. This mode of production must not be considered simply as
being the reproduction of the physical existence of the individuals. Rather
it is a definite form of activity of these individuals, a definite form of
expressing their life, a definite mode of life on their part. As individuals
express their life, so they are. What they are, therefore, coincides with
their production, both with whar they produce and with how they pro-

duce. The nature of individuals thus depends on the material conditions
determining their production.

This production only makes its appearance with the increase of pop-
ulation. In its turn this presupposes the intercourse of individuals with
one another. The form of this intercourse is again determined by pro-
duction.

The relations of different nations among themselves depend upon the
extent to which each has developed its productive forces, the division of
labour and internal intercourse. This statement is generally recognized.
But not only the relation of one nation to others, but also the whole inter-
nal structure of the nation itself depends on the stage of development
reached by its production and its internal and external intercourse. How
far the productive forces of a nation are developed is shown most mani-
festly by the degree to which the division of labour has been carried. Each
new productive force, in so far as it is not merely a quantitative extension
of productive forces already known (for instance the bringing into culti-
vation of fresh land), brings about a further development of the division
of labour.

The division of labour inside a nation leads at first to the separation of
industrial and commercial from agricultural labour, and hence to the sep-
aration of town and country and a clash of interests between them. Its fur-
ther development leads to the separation of commercial from industria]
labour. At the same time through the division of labour there develop fur-
ther, inside these various branches, various divisions among the individu-
als cooperating in definite kinds of labour. The relative position of these
individual groups is determined by the methods employed in agriculture,
industry and commerce (patriarchalism, slavery, estates, classes). These
same conditions are to be seen (given a more developed intercourse) in
the relations of different nations to one another,
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The various stages of development in the division of _mv.oﬁ are ._Ez 80
many different forms of ownership; i.e. the existing stage in the &Sm_.c%
of labour determines also the relations of individuals to one another wi
reference to the material, instrument, and ?.oa:n.ﬂ of labour. -

The first form of ownership is tribal ownership. It Moﬂmm@ﬂn m onnm

i i hich a people lives by hun
developed stage of production, mcnjm whick !
Mmﬁ_ mmz%m by the rearing of beasts or, in the highest stage, Mmhﬂo:ﬁzwnm . M
. q50.1 t mass of uncultivated stretche
the latter case it presupposes a grea . :
land. The division of labour is at this stage mc.=.<.aQ mHmEn:SQ and _M
8_&:& to a further extension of the natural division of labour _B.@Omm .
i i is therefore limited to an extension
by the family. The social structure is | . r e
i i i i ; below them the members o
family; patriarchal family oEaﬁEu.m, : ;
Mﬂa. mEMEw slaves. The slavery latent in the family only develops mﬂmﬂ%
H » : .
ally with the increase of population, the m,aoé%r of wants, and wi
i trade.
xtension of external relations, of war or o . .
2,:6 second form is the ancient communal EH.a mﬁm.ﬁ oéum;—:@ which
roceeds especially from the union of several Eca.m into a city by wm_m_..nﬁw(
Mﬁa or by conquest, and which is still accompanied by m”_m‘.on. ow_mn
i d movable, and later also immovable,
communal ownership we already fin . i
i form subordinate to com
I loping, but as an abnormal b
i aﬁﬁ. ity that the citizens hold power
munal ownership. It is only as a community
i i i t alone, therefore, they are
their labouring slaves, and on this account : :
Mumﬂa to the form of communal ownership. It is oo_.:s._ws& uﬁwmwm Eon
i ive citizens to remain in this natural form
erty which compels the active ci . ol form o
iati i i For this reason the whole s
sociation over against their slaves. ! 1 the
wwmoomma\ based on this communal ownership, and with it En power of the
people, decays in the same measure as immovable cﬂMm‘%\ v”uaﬂ<
, ivisi i dy more developed. We already

olves. The division of labour is alrea .

M.M_m the antagonism of town and country; later the mammon.aﬁ vogmoﬂm
those states which represent town interests and Bo.mn which n%.nowm:
country, and inside the towns themselves the antagonism g@wos in zM
try m:a“ maritime commerce. The class relation between citizens an

slaves is now completely developed.

With the development of private property, s.o.msn_ here for the mHM
time the same conditions which we shall find again, only on a more e
tensive scale, with modern private property. On the one hand the owmm.u
centration of private property, which began very om&.\ in Rome ﬁmm.
Licinian agrarian law proves), and proceeded very rapidly from Eowsnw_o
of the civil wars and especially under the Emperors; on the other hand,
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between propertied citize
ns and i i
e slaves, never achieved an independent
mHmMMM third form of ownership is feudal or estate-property. If mamn_&e.
s QM. from the town and its little territory, the Middle Ages started
rom the country. This different starting-poj e .
: £-point was determined by th
sparseness of the population at that tim, i '
. e, which was scattered
area and which received no laree o
g¢ increase from the congu
trast to Greece and Rome, feudal d S eogcts
. ; evelopment therefore
much wider field, prepared b  the spres
( , DI Yy the Roman conquests and the s
. . read of
M_WMMM_HMM ,.M mﬂ% associated with them. The last centuries of EM %M_;,Mw
mpire and its conquest by the barbari :
: : arians destroyed a num-
WMM M”Mom:ncﬁ Moanm“ agriculture had declined, industry :Ma %nmﬁw@
Ol a market, trade had died out or been vi
: olently suspended
MMMH%MM E.cm:. population had decreased. From these non&mwum mnm MM
organization of the conquest determined b
. y them, feudal prop-
” MQN QMW_%@@M under the influence of the Germanic military noummm%n_umm
i 1Ke iribal and communal ownership, it i i :
| : . P, 1t 18 based again on a community:
MMM EM m“annnw producing class standing over against it is not, as .._E:Mwa
€ of the ancient community, the slaves, b ;
5 , but the enserfed small
antry. As soon as feudalism is full %
: y developed, there also ari z
nism to the towns. The hierarchical s . i, il
. . ystem of land-ownershi d
M%MM%O%MM nwn retainers associated with it, gave the nobility vwsm% owM
8. This feudal organization was, j i
. » Just as much as the anc
munal ownership, an association agaj j o
; against a subjected producing class:
the form of association and th i Hotice e
e relation to the direct produce A
. TS -
m@%ﬁ because of the different conditions of ﬁnon_cns%: -
o s mmmw& organization of land-ownership had its counterpart in the
nmmww _M e shape of ooﬁuan..ﬁ property, the feudal organization of
ﬁoaom HMB E.o_um& Mosm_mam chiefly in the labour of each individual
: - 171€ necessity for association against the o i 1
ity, the need for communal covered i i
. markets in an age when the i i
alist was at the same time a " el
merchant, the growing co iti
escaped serfs swarming into the risj  Filn] skt el
Ing towns, the feudal stru
the whole country: these combi i Forther, the
; ined to bring about the guild
gradually accumulated capj indivi el Bt
pital of individual craftsmen and the;
numbers, as against the growin i ke
; g population, evolved the relation of i
neyman and apprentice, which brought i ing i i b
an 3 t into be i
chy similar to that in the country. ¢ SRR Tio

M%:%Hom %é.&? Em transformation of the plebeian small peasantry ip-
proletariat, which, however, owin g to its intermediate positio d
n
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Thus the chief form of property during the feudal epoch consisted on

the one hand of landed property with serf-labour chained to it, and on the
 other of individual labour with small capital commanding the labour of
- journeymen. The organization of both was determined by the restricted
 conditions of production—the small-scale and primitive cultivation of
. the land, and the craft type of industry. There was little division of labour
 in the heyday of feudalism. Each land bore in itself the conflict of town

and country and the division into estates was certainly strongly marked;
but apart from the differentiation of princes, nobility, clergy and peasants
in the country, and masters, journeymen, apprentices and soon also the
rabble of casual labourers in the towns, no division of importance took
place. In agriculture it was rendered difficult by the strip-system, beside
which the cottage industry of the peasants themselves emerged as another
factor. In industry there was no division of labour at all in the individual
trades themselves, and very little between them. The separation of indus-
try and commerce was found already in existence in older towns; in
the newer it only developed later, when the towns entered into mutual
relations.

The grouping of larger territories into feudal kingdoms was a necessity
for the landed nobility as for the towns. The organization of the ruling
class, the nobility, had, therefore, everywhere a monarch at its head.

The fact is, therefore, that definite individuals who are productively active
in a definite way enter into these definite social and political relations.
Empirical observation must in each separate instance bring out empiri-
cally, and without any mystification and speculation, the connection of
the social and political structure with production. The social structure and
the state are continually evolving out of the life-process of definite indi-
viduals, but of individuals, not as they may appear in their own or other
people’s imagination, but as they really are; i.e. as they are effective, pro-
duce materially, and are active under definite material limits, presupposi-
tions and conditions independent of their will.

The production of ideas, of conceptions, of consciousness, is at first
directly interwoven with the material activity and the material intercourse
of men, the language of real life. Conceiving, thinking, the mental inter-
course of men, appear at this stage as the direct efflux of their material
behaviour. The same applies to mental production as expressed in the lan-
guage of the politics, laws, morality, religion, metaphysics of a people.
Men are the producers of their conceptions, ideas, etc.—real, active men,
as they are conditioned by a definite development of their productive
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forces and of the intercourse corresponding to these, up to its furthest
forms. Consciousness can never be anything else than conscious exis-
tence, and the existence of men is their actual life-process. If in all ideol-
ogy men and their circumstances appear upside down as in a camera
obscura, this phenomenon arises just as much from their historical life-
process as the inversion of objects on the retina does from their physical
life-process.

In direct contrast to German philosophy, which descends from heaven
to earth, here we ascend from earth to heaven. That is to say, we do not set
out from what men m.mw. imagine, conceive, nor from men as narrated,
thought of, imagined, conceived, in order to arrive at men in the flesh. We
set out from real, active men, and on the basis of their real life-process we
demonstrate the development of the ideological reflexes and echoes of
this life-process. The phantoms formed in the human brain are also, nec-
essarily, sublimates of their material life-process, which is empirically
verifiable and bound to material premises. Morality, religion, meta-
physics, all the rest of ideology and their corresponding forms of con-
sciousness, thus no longer retain the semblance of independence. They
have no history, no development; but men, developing their material pro-
duction and their material intercourse, alter, along with this their real
existence, their thinking and the products of their thinking. Life is not
determined by consciousness, but consciousness by life. In the first
method of approach the starting-point is consciousness taken as the living
individual; in the second it is the real living individuals themselves,
as they are in actual life, and consciousness js considered solely as their

consciousness.

This method of approach is not devoid of premises. It starts out from
the real premises and does not abandon them for a moment. Its premises
are men, not in any fantastic isolation or abstract definition, but in their
actual, empirically perceptible process of development under definite
conditions. As soon as this active life-process is described, history ceases
to be a collection of dead facts as it is with the empiricists (themselves
still abstract), or an imagined activity of imagined subjects, as with the
idealists.

Where speculation ends—in real life—there real, positive science
begins: the representation of the practical activity, of the practical process
of development of men. Empty talk about consciousness ceases, and real
knowledge has to take its place. When reality is depicted, philosophy as
an independent branch of activity loses its medium of existence. At the
best its place can only be taken by a summing-up of the most general
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results, abstractions which arise from the observation of the historical
development of men. . . .

Consciousness and the Division of Labour

From The German Ideology

Only now, after having considered four moments, four aspects of the fun-
damental historical relationships, do we find that Emm also wowmmmmom
“consciousness”; but, even so, not inherent, not “pure .nonﬁm,n_osmnmww
From the start the “spirit” is afflicted with the curse of being ﬂzanz_a
with matter, which here makes its appearance in Ew form of mm:mﬁoa_ ay-
ers of air, sounds, in short, of language. rmnm..“mmo._m as old as nosmo_ocmm
ness, language is practical consciousness, as it exists for other Bnﬂ.mm_
for that reason is really beginning to exist for me personally as Em.ﬁ. MM
language, like consciousness, only arises mn.oE the :mwa. E.m :.onmm.w_ﬁ%m d
intercourse with other men. Where there mx_m.ﬁm arelationship, it exists %
me: the animal has no “relations” with anything, oﬁboﬂ have any. For e
animal, its relation to others does not exist as a relation. Ooumnho.nmumwm is
therefore from the very beginning a social product, and R:EEW S0 as
long as men exist at all. Consciousness is at first, of o.oﬁmn, mere W ooz.
sciousness concerning the immediate sensuous environment and con
sciousness of the limited connection with om_.ﬂ. persons and E:.ﬂmm A.Ew.
side the individual who is growing self-conscious. At the same time m is
consciousness of nature, which first appears to men as a owSEo@m alien,
all-powerful and unassailable force, with éEQ., men’s _..o_.mn._oHMw EM
purely animal and by which they are overawed _._wm beasts; it is thus
purely animal consciousness of nature ?mﬁﬁﬂ H.arm_oa. . .
We see here immediately: this natural Hm:m.ﬂou or mﬁam_ behaviour
towards nature is determined by the form of society mnn.H vice versa. Imhm.
as everywhere, the identity of nature and man appears in m_:.ur a way H. at
the restricted relation of men to nature determines their restricted _.m_m.:on
to one another, and their restricted relation to one mso_..bom. determines
men'’s restricted relation to nature, just because nature is as yet hardly
modified historically; and, on the other hand, man’s owummpocmsnmm.% .Ew
necessity of associating with the individuals around EE. is En. _uo.mEH..Em
of the consciousness that he is living in society at all. This beginning is as
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animal as social life itself at this stage. It is mere herd-consciousness, and

at this point man is only distinguished from sheep by the fact that with

him consciousness takes the place of instinct or that his instinct is a con-
scious one.

This sheep-like or tribal consciousness receives its further develop-

ment and extension through increased productivity, the increase of needs,
and, what is fundamental to both of these, the increase of population,
With these there develops the division of labour, which was originally
nothing but the division of labour in the sexual act, then that division of
labour which develops Spontaneously or “naturally” by virtue of natural
predisposition (e.g. physical strength), needs, accidents, etc., etc, Divi-
sion of labour only becomes truly such from the moment when a division
of material and mental labour appears. From this moment onwards cop-
sciousness can really flatter itself that it is something other than cop-
sciousness of existing practice, that it is really conceiving something
without conceiving something real; from now on consciousness is in a
position to emancipate itself from the world and to proceed to the forma-
tion of “pure” theory, theology, philosophy, ethics, etc. But even if this
theory, theology, philosophy, ethics, etc. comes into contradiction with
the existing relations, this can only occur as a result of the fact that exist-
ing social relations have come into contradiction with existing forces of
production; this, moreover, can also occur in a particular national sphere
of relations through the appearance of the contradiction, not within the
national orbit, but between this national consciousness and the practice of
other nations, i.e. between the national and the general consciousness of
a nation,

Moreover, it is quite immaterial what consciousness starts to do on its
own; out of all such muck we get only the one inference that these three
moments, the forces of production, the state of society, and conscious-
ness, can and must come into contradiction with one another, because the
division of labour implies the possibility, nay the fact that intellectual and
material activity—enjoyment and labour, production and consumption—
devolve on different individuals, and that the only possibility of their not
coming into contradiction lies in the negation in its turn of the division of
labour. It is self-evident, moreover, that “spectres,” “bonds,” “the higher
being,” “concept,” “scruple,” are merely the idealistic, spiritual expres-
sion, the conception apparently of the isolated individual, the image of
very empirical fetters and limitations, within which the mode of produc-
tion of life, and the form of intercourse coupled with it, move.

With the division of labour, in which all these contradictions are
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implicit, and which in its turn is based on the mm@..m_ &&mwoﬂ.p .% labour HM
Enﬂmam._w and the separation of society into individual @Eﬁw@ M@M%MM
is gi i ly the distribution, and inde e
to one another, is given EEES:oo.:m ribl 1d indeed the
istributi i d qualitative), of labour
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MW_M%H% hence property: the nucleus, the first moﬁn.:% MEM_HH_.%M WMH
; i i f the husband. Thi:
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MWMMMH ”Mn family, though still very crude, is the first E.o.vanww.oﬁ M<MN
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i 1 f disposing of the labour-pow: :
economists who call it the power o Loforte
ivisi i rty are, moreover, 1
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Further, the division of labour imp  the ¢ : crveen e
1 individual or the individual family an
interest of the separate individua . ansie e
i individuals who have intercourse wi |
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i 2 f all in reality, as the mutua
n, as “the general good,” but first o the mi H
an%:oo omm&o individuals among whom the Hmwﬂ_: is Mﬁmm Msb% %-Mﬁ
i icti the interest of the indi
of this very contradiction between : ; e ane e
i akes an independent form a ,
of the community the latter t 1 . i
i individual and community, an
ivorced from the real interests of in .
MMMM time as an illusory communal life, always ,cmmmaﬁ.. roaﬁamcwaw M_w MMM
i isting i i d tribal conglomeration (suc
real ties existing in every family an : o iy
ivisi f labour on a larger scale, and o
and blood, language, division o gt
i all enlarge upon later, on the ¢ ;
ests) and especially, as we sh onl: iy
i ivisi bour, which in every suc
determined by the division of la ; o nen
i i 11 the others. It follows fr
te out, and of which one dominates a
HWNM% all struggles within the state, the struggle cm@mg QnBMnEMHUM
aristocracy and monarchy, the struggle for the franchise, etc., M. m.maa
merely the illusory forms in which the real struggles of the di
s are fought out among one another. . . .
Qmwwwoa finally, w:o division of labour offers us the first nwa_v_m of MMMMM
ins i al society, that is as long as a cleavag
long as man remains in natur: : i
i on interest, as long there
between the particular and the comm res , 52
ivity i i lly, divided, man’s own
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”Mmuwuwm an alien power opposed to him, which obamﬁ.wm r:% Emﬂwma of
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being controlled by him. For as soo la e
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has a particular, exclusive sp . ks
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d from which he cannot escape. He is al :
Mﬂ a critical critic, and must remain so if he does not want to lose his
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means of livelihood; while in communist society, where nobody has one
exclusive sphere of activity but each can become accomplished in any
branch he wishes, society regulates the general production and thus
makes it possible for me to do one thing to-day and another to-morrow. to
hunt in the morning, fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, criti-
cize after dinner, just as I have a mind, without ever becoming hunter,
fisherman, shepherd or critic.

This crystallization of social activity, this consolidation of what we
ourselves produce into an objective power above us, growing out of our
control, thwarting our expectations, bringing to naught our calculations,
is one of the chief factors in historical development up till now. The social
power, i.e. the multiplied productive force, which arises through the co-
operation of different individuals as it is determined by the division of
labour, appears to come about naturally, not as their own united power,
but as an alien force existing outside them, of the origin and goal of which
they are ignorant, which they thus cannot control, which on the contrary
passes through a peculiar series of phases and stages independent of the
will and action of man, nay even being the prime governor of these. . . .

This “estrangement” [or “alienation™] (to use a term which will be
comprehensible to the philosophers) can, of course, only be abolished
given two practical premises. For it to become an “intolerable” power,
Le. a power against which men make a revolution, it must necessarily
have rendered the great mass of humanity “propertyless,” and produced,
at the same time, the contradiction of an existing world of wealth and cul-
ture, both of which conditions presuppose a great increase in productive
power, a high degree of its development. And, on the other hand, this
development of productive forces (which itself implies the actual empiri-
cal existence of men in their world-historical, instead of local, being) is
absolutely necessary as a practical premise: firstly, for the reason that
without it only want is made general, and with want the struggle for
necessities and all the old filthy business would necessarily be repro-
duced; and secondly, because only with this universal development of
productive forces is a universal intercourse between men established,
which produces in all nations simultaneously the phenomenon of the
“propertyless” mass (universal competition), makes each nation depen-
dent on the revolutions of the others, and finally has put world-historical,
empirically universal individuals in place of local ones. Without this,
(1) Communism could only exist as a local even; (2) The forces of inter-
course themselves could not have developed as universal, hence intolera-
ble powers: they would have remained home-bred superstitious condi-
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tions; and (3) Each extension of intercourse would abolish local comumu-
nism. Empirically, communism is only cOmm@En as the act of the go_”nEMEM
peoples “all at once” or simultaneously, which presupposes the ::EMEN
development of productive forces and the world-intercourse bound up
suﬁww%ma_ the world-market is presupposed by the mass of property-
Iess workers—labour-power cut off as a mass from capital or m.om.s evena
limited satisfaction—and therefore no longer by the mere precariousness
of labour, which, not giving an assured :4&?8&. is o.mmu ._cmﬁ E.Hozmr
competition. The proletariat can thus only exist Ecl&..wraw:n.wsum justas
comrunism, its movement, can only have a :Soaa.-?mﬁoﬁnm . mx.;.ﬁ:oo.
World-historical existence of individuals, i.e. existence of individuals
ich is di linked up with world history.

€=mwﬂwﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁhmm for us MOH a stable state which is to be nmﬁmcmmwwa. an
ideal to which reality will have to adjust itself. We call communism E.o
real movement which abolishes the present state Om.EEmm. The condi-
tions of this movement result from the premises now in existence.

This conception of history depends on our mUEE. to mx@ocn.& E@%M_
process of production, starting out from the material E.oaco@o: of ki M
itself, and to comprehend the form of Eﬂomooﬁ..wm oons.ao_“m@ E_.E EE..&_
created by this mode of production (ie., 94.: .mo.o_oQ .E its various
stages), as the basis of all history; and to show it in its action mm. state, to
explain all the different theoretical products and mome @w monmnmém:mmﬁw
religion, philosophy, ethics, etc., etc., and trace their origins an muo%c
from that basis; by which means, of course, E.@ whole EEW nﬂw\ e
depicted in its totality (and therefore, too, the Hwnﬂ?uun.w_ m.nnon om. ese
various sides on one another). It has not, like the .amm:mco view of Eﬁo&m
in every period to look for a category, but remains ooﬁﬂ:&% on an rea
ground of history; it does not explain practice from the H.anm g.: explains
the formation of ideas from material practice and moo@ﬂ::m@ it comes to
the conclusion that all forms and products of consciousness nmnzom,wn
dissolved by mental criticism, by resolution into :mﬂm.mozmo_ocmzomm or
transformation into “apparitions,” “spectres,” :A..E.Ho_om. w.ﬁo; E: ou.@ by
the practical overthrow of the actual social relations ,.<En.: give rise to
this idealistic humbug; that not criticism but revolution is the driving
force of history, also of religion, of wE_OmOﬁE\. and all oEo.n Q@:om of
theory. It shows that history does not end by ‘c.o__.ﬁ resolved into mm_#..
consciousness” as “spirit of the spirit,” but that in it at each stage there is
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found a material result: a sum of productive forces, a historically created
relation of individuals to nature and to one another, which is handed down
to each generation from its predecessor; a mass of productive forces, cap-
ital funds and conditions, which, on the one hand, is indeed modified by
the new generation, but also on the other prescribes for it its conditions of
life and gives it a definite development, a special character. It shows that
circumstances make men just as much as men make circumstances.

This sum of productive forces, capital funds and social forms of inter-
course, which every individual and generation finds in existence as some-
thing given, is the real basis of what the philosophers have conceived as
“substance” and “essence of man,” and what they have deified and
attacked: a real basis which is not in the least disturbed, in its effect and
influence on the development of men, by the fact that these philosophers
revolt against it as “self-consciousness” and the “Unique.” These condi-
tions of life, which different generations find in existence, decide also
whether or not the periodically recurring revolutionary convulsion will be
strong enough to overthrow the basis of the entire existing system. And if
these material elements of a complete revolution are not present (namely,
on the one hand the existing productive forces, on the other the formation
of a revolutionary mass, which revolts not only against separate condi-

tions of society up till then, but against the very “production of life” till
then, the “total activity” on which it was based), then, as far as practical
development is concerned, it is absolutely immaterial whether the ideq of

this revolution has been expressed a hundred times already, as the history
of communism proves.

John Stuart Mill
OO~

lish
Stuart Mill (1806-1873) was arguably the greatest Eng
wur_,“ﬂomonrm_‘ of the nineteenth century. In A System o.m Logic (1 mk_ww
he expounded a sophisticated n_mﬁ:mm_ omw an wmﬂﬂm_%wm ,H_M_ﬁ o
knowledge, science, and Bm»rwq:mﬁ_nmw __“ oo: Yot that work he
argues that there can be a science of huma . ; sl 7
i f mental states of consciousness w bo
m_u_vaHMM Mﬂmm,_\w_w_n MmMr other. This involved ﬁ.rm‘_.sqomtmn:o:_.mn
mwnamnm that was to be :wwmnﬁm _w< the Ww_ﬁﬂv_o:ﬂ movement in
i ntury (see Skinner . B .
Eﬂmﬂ«ﬁ Wﬁwmwm_ﬁw _mMcmﬁ ﬁﬂw_.:ocm for his ethical and Do.:.:nw_ t.r_-
losophy, expressed mainly in On Liberty (1859) m_a_ C%_Sﬂ‘..__mnﬂhm:
(1863). He also argued, unusually and courageously for h %m_‘m_u_m
for the legal and social equality of women. He gives nw.:m__ ke
credit for his own intellectual achievements to Im_._.__m.ﬁ mnw\ or, e
became his wife in 1852. Mary S\o___mﬁo:mma: had a q.mwk m%m e
for a similar view in 1792 in her pioneering essay Vin __Mm _MMQm
the Rights of Woman, but it was a,.m_ncz to m:a. m:nn_sws m_.w ol
to fit into this volume. The following passage is from E._ rmn_ £
Subjection of Women, a lengthily m_on._._mﬂ essay nﬁu _m\H ﬁm_w in
1869. He makes some good Emﬁroao_om_nm.__ remarks a ou a o
“natures,” which are further am<m_omma in .I.o_Bm:o:._; tmﬂ:m
below. He briefly suggests how similar criticisms apply to
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